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ADULT USES 

Commission on Adult Entertainment Establish- 
ments will not consider license application for 
site within six months of denying application for 
same site (Del.), 1023 

Municipalities may consider harmful secondary 
effects on other municipalities in regulating adult 
uses (Cal.), 1001 

Statute authorizes local plans to call for regulation 


of various adult uses (Ariz.), 1034 


AGRICULTURE 

California provides for creation of farmland secu- 
rity zones to give farms more protection from 
urbanization (Cal.), 1019 

Delaware limits nuisance suits against agricultural 
operations (Del.), 1038 

Indiana protects nonconforming agriculture uses 
from rapid amortization and having to apply for 
permits (Ind.), 1005 

Local government units are authorized to purchase 
agricultural preservation easements (Pa.), 1060 

Proposed constitutional amendment would allo- 
cate funds for preservation of open space, farm- 


land, and historic resources (N.J.), 1042 











